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ABSTRACT 
The purpose of this research was to examine school-based professionals' 
perceptions about school violence, current practices for addressing potential safety issues, 
and the efficacy of a newly developed safety assessment protocol and process within a 
small rural pacific northwestern school district. 
Five hundred thirty two employees from a small pacific northwestern school 
district were invited to participate in an online survey, ofwhich 179 (33.3%) participated. 
Staff reported concerns about school safety on a national level, but less so at a local level. 
Employees reported feeling safe working within their own schools, confident on how to 
respond in a crisis situation, and had a good sense of which school professionals they 
should notify with specific issues of concern. However, many employees were unfamiliar 
with what a safety assessment is. Findings also revealed that the newly developed safety 
assessment protocol field tested in this study holds promise in terms of its efficacy. All 
III 
aspects specific to the new safety assessment process were met favorably by those who 
had utilized it. 
A somewhat surprising finding was that administrators reported that they 
oftentimes rely on intuition to discern transient from substantive threats, as well as the 
strategies of interviewing informants and the student of concern. Administrators shared 
that they were not entirely comfortable in determining level of risk with the previous 
safety assessment process, but reported that the new safety assessment protocol is an 
improvement over the old system. 
A major limitation of this study was the fact that relatively small numbers of 
safety assessments are done throughout a given school year in this particular school 
district. Thus, most employees have not had the opportunity to participate on a safety 
assessment team. 
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Chapter I: Introduction 
School administration and personnel are faced with the challenge of determining 
the levels of threat on their school campuses in order to protect their students from harm 
and prevent serious injuries from occurring (Bullock & Fitzsimons, 1996; Dunn, 2006; 
Furlong Felix, Sharkey & Larsen, 2001; Jimerson, Brock & Cowan, 2005; McCann, 
2002; O'Toole, 2000; Ryan-Arredondo et ai., 2001; Smallwood & Kern, 2007). Schools 
are literally held to a higher level of standard than the rest of society; one of no harm to 
anyone at any time (Furlong & R. Morrison, 1994). 
Over the years, professional organizations (e.g., law enforcement, juvenile justice 
systems, mental health organizations) have attempted to "profile" or develop checklists to 
determine methods of identifying students and persons at risk for committing violent acts. 
In addition, some school organizations have enacted "zero-tolerance" policies to reduce 
and respond to violence and other threats. Unfortunately, both approaches have severe 
limitations (Cornell, 2003). Cornell argues that many profiling checklists include broad 
behaviors such as "increase in risk-taking behavior," "increase in use of drugs or 
alcohol," or "tends to blame others for difficulties he/she causes," which could result in 
over-identifying multiple students who appear to meet these warning signs (2003, p 4-5). 
On the other hand, zero-tolerance policies are extremely limiting in that it forces all 
situations to be treated as equally dangerous and as necessitating the same consequences, 
even when the situation clearly does not pose danger to others (Tebo, 2000). Thus, zero­
tolerance policies do not allow school districts to consider the seriousness of threats or 
degree of risk posed by each student's behavior (Cornell, 2003). 
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There is concern however, in letting other organizations set the precedence in 
regard to policies and practices for responding proactively to school violence, because 
their methods will inevitably reflect the training and orientation of those organizations 
rather than the training and capabilities of educators (Furlong & G. Morrison, 2000; G. 
Morrison & Furlong, 1994; Reddy et al., 2001). As argued by G. Morrison and Furlong 
(1994), school violence has been primarily viewed and defined as a criminal justice or 
crime issue, and not necessarily an educational issue. They suggest that schools begin to 
conceptualize school safety as part of their educational mission, not to "police" students 
and campuses, but instead tap into the strengths and resilience of both students and the 
school system (G. Morrison & Furlong, 1994). They contend that by promoting skill 
development and developing a cohesive, positive school environment, these will 
counteract the impact of potential violence (G. Morrison & Furlong, 1994). 
Unfortunately, despite the increased awareness of school-related violence in this 
country, little is known about the most effective way that school-based professionals can 
monitor students as part of a systematic violence assessment (Bums, Dean & Jacob­
Timm, 2001; Cornell, 2004; Jimerson et al., 2005; Ryan-Arredondo et aI, 2001; 
Vossekuil, Reddy, Fein, Borum & Modzeleski, 2002). One of the biggest hurdles in 
developing a systematic assessment for school professionals is the lack of a 
comprehensive, yet specific definition of school violence. Over the years, the term 
"school violence" has become a "catch all" phrase, offering very little precision to its 
meaning from an empirical point of view (Furlong & G. Morrison, 2000). However, 
according to Smallwood and Kern (2007), the typical person associates extreme 
situations, such as bringing a gun to school and threatening to shoot others, as school 
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violence. Nonetheless, the reality is that school violence has many different facets, and 
can include severe tantrums, physical aggression, pushing, teasing, name-calling, 
bullying, sexual harassment, inappropriate displays of anger, stealing and vandalism. 
One formal definition for school violence was offered by Furlong and colleagues 
(1997) as: 
A public health and safety condition that often results from individual, social, 
economic, political and institutional disregard for basic human needs. It includes 
physical and nonphysical harm which causes damage, pain, injury, or fear, and it 
disrupts the school environment and results in the debilitation of personal 
development which may lead to hopelessness and helplessness. (p. 246) 
Using this definition, assessment efforts would target behaviors as covert as bullying and 
teasing as well as the more overt behaviors such as displays of anger, vandalism and 
threats of harm, and thus allow schools to focus on creating a safe school environment 
versus engaging in repetitive damage control after the fact (G. Morrison & Furlong, 
1994). By doing so, schools would create safe environments that enhance creativity, 
cooperative behavior, affiliative behavior, exploration and appropriate risk-taking by 
students (G. Morrison & Furlong, 1994). Thus, the reader is encouraged to move away 
from a narrow view of school violence (i.e., focusing solely on the violent event) and 
move toward a broader view that encompasses a social and psychological view (Cornell, 
2006; Furlong et al., 1997; G. Morrison & Furlong, 1994). 
Clearly, what does or does not constitute school violence may be viewed 
differently by each individual student, teacher, administrator or community member. To 
help address this issue, Furlong and G. Morrison (1994) suggest that it may be more 
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helpful for school professionals to think of school violence along a continuum, with one 
end including behaviors that pose a threat to harm or include physical harm and the other 
end including behaviors that threaten personal growth and self-determination (e.g., 
psychological harm, such as teasing). 
Rationale, Purpose and Significance ofthe Study 
In order to provide staff with the necessary resources to prevent and appropriately 
respond to school violence, it is important to first examine their understanding and 
perceptions of behaviors that do and do not constitute at-risk (violent) behaviors among 
youth. In addition, it is important to understand school personnel's current comfort level 
in dealing with potentially threatening behavior, as well as building administrators' 
ability to discern between transient and substantive threatening behaviors so that schools 
can develop comprehensive, district-wide approaches to school violence related issues. 
As part of such efforts, it is equally important to field-test any newly developed safety 
assessment protocol in terms of its utility, including refining the verbiage and procedural 
structure. 
The purpose of this study is to assess the perceptions of school violence among 
school-based staff (teachers, pupil services, administrators, and support staft), as well as 
their level of comfort in dealing with school violence in a rural school district in Oregon. 
In addition, this study will examine if a newly developed safety assessment protocol has 
utility and if it should be recommended for official district use in the Hood River County 
School District. 
Definitions 
The following definitions are related to school safety assessment: 
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Conditional Threat: A conditional threat is when a person warns that a certain act 
of violence will happen unless certain conditions are met (Jimerson et al., 2005; O'Toole, 
2000). An example of a conditional threat might be, "If you tell anyone, I'll kill you." 
Direct Threat: A direct threat is when a person makes a threat toward a very 
specific person in a clear and to-the-point manner (Jimerson et al., 2005; O'Toole, 2000). 
An example of a direct threat might be, "I am going to place a bomb in the gymnasium." 
Indirect Threat: An indirect threat is when a person makes a vague, or somewhat 
ambiguous threat; violence is implied and suggests that it could occur rather than will 
occur (Jimerson et al., 2005; O'Toole, 2000). An example of an indirect threat might be, 
"Watch your back; you never know when I could get you." 
Transient Threat: A transient threat is when a person makes a statement that does 
not indicate lasting intent to harm someone, and is usually resolved with an apology or 
explanation. Such threats largely reflect strong feelings within a moment of conflict that· 
dissipate rapidly when the student actually thinks through what they have just said 
(Cornell et al., 2004; O'Toole, 2000). An example of a transient threat might be when 
someone says, "I'm going to kill you" in the heat of a competition. 
Substantive Threat: A substantive threat is when a person makes a serious threat 
which represents intent to harm beyond the immediate situation where the threat was 
made. It typically has: a) plausible details, b) been relayed to multiple persons, c) been 
reported as a "plan", d) evidence of intent to carry out the plan, and e) accomplices who 
may have been recruited or an audience who has been invited to watch the threat being 
carried out (Cornell et al., 2004; O'Toole, 2000). An example of a substantive threat 
might be, "I am going to kill you" while holding a weapon. 
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Veiled Threat: A veiled threat is when a person makes a threat that is implied but 
does not specifically threaten violence (Jimerson et al., 2005; O'Toole, 2000). An 
example of a veiled threat might be, "Things would be better around here if you were out 
of the picture." 
Research Questions 
1.	 What are the perceptions of Hood River County School District employees with 
respect to the following: school violence trends, their comfort level and 
knowledge level in identifying concerning behaviors and how threatening 
situations should be addressed? 
2.	 Do members of the Hood River County School District safety assessment team 
feel that the new safety assessment protocol and process is an improvement over 
the old format/process (where the administrator or school psychologist 
determined risk levels alone)? 
3.	 To what extent do administrators report feeling comfortable in being able to 
discern transient from substantive threats? 
4.	 Do administrators believe that the new safety assessment protocol is meeting their 
needs in terms of being able to assess and respond to potentially threatening 
behaviors? 
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Chapter II: Literature Review 
No one will refute that even one act of violence in a school is one too many. 
Thus, as a response, schools are desperately seeking mechanisms in which to best assess 
the level of risk to others when individuals use threatening behavior, words or gestures. 
Children and parents expect schools to be safe, secure and nurturing environments 
regardless of the age level. The effects of any sort of violence at school can be 
damaging to a child's fundamental sense of security and interpersonal trust (Furlong et 
aI., 1997; G. Morrison & Furlong, 1994) and potentially restrict their ability to meet 
academic goals. 
Professionals in private practice mental health, social work, and juvenile justice 
fields have less than adequate tools at their disposal to accurately evaluate violence 
potential, and the ability to apply these tools to school systems is still in its infancy stage 
(Borum, 1996,2000; Cornell et aI, 2004). Unfortunately, there are few alternatives 
available to schools for identifying students at risk for violence beyond profiling student 
characteristics (Bums et al., 200 I). Profiling is problematic in that there is no research 
that has demonstrated the validity of these "profiles" or lists of warning signs (O'Toole, 
2000). Another reality is that because serious acts of school violence are so infrequent 
and committed by so few students, it is very difficult to identify specific traits or signs 
specific to them (Cornell et al, 2004). Therefore, one of the challenging tasks school 
administrators and personnel are faced with today is to develop protocols and assessment 
processes in attempt to best protect their students and staff from harm within the school 
setting (Bullock & Fitzsimons, 1996; Cornell, 2004, 2007; Cornell & Sheras, 2006; 
Furlong et aI., 2001; Jimerson et aI., 2005; McCann, 2002; O'Toole, 2000). 
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School Personnel Perceptions ofSchool Violence 
Few studies have been conducted regarding school personnel perceptions toward 
school violence (Furlong et aI., 1997). One of the first such studies done was conducted 
by the National Institute of Education in the late 1970's. Findings indicated that educators 
had heightened concerns about school violence, but in general did not feel like their own 
schools were particularly unsafe (Furlong & R. Morrison, 1994). Many years later, 
commensurate results were found when the California Commission on Teacher 
Credentialing (CCTC) surveyed teachers, school counselors and administrators. Again, 
few personnel believed that violence was a large problem in their own schools, despite 
feeling that school violence was an increasing problem in a global sense (Dear & CCTC, 
1995). Findings from a survey of school psychologists indicated that the majority also 
reported little to no worry about their personal safety at school daily or weekly, but that 
11.9 % of the school psychologists polled did feel unsafe at least once a day or week in 
the schools they served (Furlong, Babinski & Poland, 1994). For the past forty years, it 
appears that educators have largely felt the same about school violence increasing in a 
global sense, but for the most part they have not viewed it as a large issue in their own 
schools. 
Research also suggests that teachers generally tend to feel unprepared to address 
school violence (Furlong & G. Morrison, 1994). Based on the results from the 1995 
CCTC study, 60 % of surveyed personnel indicated that they wanted more training on the 
subject of school violence (Dear & CCTC, 1995). Many school districts provide in­
services for teachers on how to administer holding restraints or respond to crisis 
situations, but very few districts provide the tools and training needed to help staff feel 
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comfortable with being able to utilize proactive, preventative strategies or how to educate 
challenging students (Furlong & G. Morrison, 1994). Teachers would likely benefit from 
training on how to create structured classrooms, teach conflict resolution skills to their 
students, or recognize early signs ofdepression, to name just a few. Although no one 
teacher is able to guarantee the emotional and physical safety of each student in their 
classroom, teachers can create a safe classroom environment for most, if not all students. 
They can also serve as a powerful role-model for students and fellow colleagues by 
demonstrating how to treat others with respect and by appropriately responding to 
potentially unsafe behaviors immediately (Dear & CCTC 1995; Wessler, 2003). Teachers 
in particular should be encouraged to develop strategies in their classrooms to use with 
students at risk for behavior problems or those who may pose a threat to other students, 
as well as promote personal empowerment for all, and teach students how to cope with 
violence when it occurs, and how to help prevent it (Furlong & G. Morrison, 1994). 
The Role ofthe Media in Fueling Perceptions ofSchool Violence 
No one can dispute that some level of violence does exist within any given school 
in the nation whether it be subtle or insidious; however, the media has done a tremendous 
disservice to the field of education by sensationalizing school violence and making 
schools appear to be an unsafe place to send children (O'Toole, 2000; Vossekuil et al., 
2002). Since the 1990's, increased attention has been drawn toward the issue of violence 
and other safety-related issues in the schools as a result of highly publicized school 
shooting incidents. However, the actual rate ofviolent crimes in American schools has 
steadily decreased since 1994 (DeVoe et al., 2004; O'Toole, 2000). People continue to 
fear school-based homicides and yet statistically, these incidents are so rare that their 
10 
level of concern is very ill-advised. Cornell (2006) reminds the reader that statistically, 
children are in more danger driving to school than being in school and that over 2,000 
children are murdered each year in the US with only about a dozen or so of these happen 
in schools. Regardless, even one death within a school is one too many, and schools need 
to develop protocols to protect students and staff from harm within the school setting in a 
proactive manner. 
In its attempts to educate and make the public aware, the media's increased 
attention toward school violence may actually "desensitize" adults and children to 
various levels of threats because of the media's tendency to sensationalize violence in 
general (American Academy of Family Physicians [AAFP], 2004; American Academy of 
Pediatrics [AAP], 2001; American Psychological Association, [APA], 1993; Cline, Croft 
& Courrier, 1973; Slattery, Doremus & Marcus, 2001; Van der Molen, 2004). Living in a 
culture where violence is as freely discussed as what someone had for lunch that day, 
may mean that "red flags" and signs of potential violence end up overlooked and 
"normalized." When we normalize negative verbalizations directed toward others, (e.g., 
cursing, use of racial slurs, threats to harm others), people may become blind to the 
symptoms and signs that differentiate "inappropriate verbal dialogue" from a more 
insidious situation, particularly one involving homicidal ideation (Brunner & Lewis, 
2006; Easterbrook, 1999; Wessler, 2000). Therefore, it becomes important for school 
administrators to be able to differentiate between comments that have been made with the 
intent to harm from the loose (if not inappropriate) expression of feelings. 
In summary, the media likely has had good intentions in reporting and educating 
the public on the tragic outcomes of extreme school violence (such as school shootings). 
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Unfortunately, they have done a disservice to the education system by not balancing these 
reports with the reality that students are statistically safer in schools than in their homes 
or communities. 
Current Findings Regarding School Violence Occurrences 
It would seem impossible to suggest that schools can be one hundred percent safe; 
nonetheless, providing physical and psychological safety is a primary concern of school 
administrators. According to DeVoe et al.(2004), from 1999-2000, 20 percent of all 
public schools experienced one or more serious violent crimes such as rape, sexual 
assault, robbery or aggravated assault. In this same study, it was reported that secondary 
schools were more likely than elementary, middle or combined schools to experience a 
violent incident. Fortunately, the rates of violent acts on American campuses seem to be 
decreasing overall (DeVoe et al., 2004; O'Toole, 2000). According to DeVoe et al. 
(2004), the violent crime victimization rate at schools declined from 48 violent 
victimizations per 1,000 students in 1992 to 24 per 1,000 students in 2002. 
Despite the apparent stabilization of the percentage of violent behaviors reported 
by youth in American schools, it appears as though violence among females in school has 
unfortunately increased (Office of Applied Studies, 2004). According to the 2004 
National Survey on Drug Use and Health Report: Female Youth and Delinquent 
Behaviors report, from 2002 to 2003 the proportion of girls who participated in serious 
fights at school or work increased from 16.2% to 20%. Approximately 20% of females 
aged 12 to 17 (roughly 2.4 million) reported taking part in one or more serious fights at 
school or work during the past year. Therefore, it is important for school personnel to 
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design non-violence programming, interventions and assessment processes that are 
geared toward young males and females alike. 
How does a typical rural school district compare to state and national statistics in 
terms of reported violent acts occurring? Hood River County School District is a small 
rural school district in the State of Oregon, and is the specific site for this researcher's 
research project. Annually, the Oregon Department of Human Services Center for Health 
Statistics surveys 8th and 11th grade student's state-wide on various health practices 
including personal safety issues using the Oregon Healthy Teens Survey. 
A comparison of the average results from Hood River County students to the 
average student within the State of Oregon on the very same questions can be seen in 
Table 1 (Department of Health and Human Services: Centers for Disease Control and 
Prevention, 2005; Department ofHealth and Human Services: Substance Abuse and 
Mental Health Services Administration, 2005; Oregon Department of Human Services 
for Health Statistics, 2006). The results suggest that for the most part, Hood River County 
School District has a lower percentage of incidents in comparison to state-wide 
occurrences in terms of carrying a gun onto school grounds and the percent of students 
being threatened with a weapon on school grounds. Hood River County School District 
students also reported feeling safer about being at, and on the way to school in 
comparison to state-wide findings. However, it is interesting to note that a very high 
percentage of 8th grade students (28.9%) reported having carried a weapon other than a 
gun onto school property on at least one or more days during the past 30 days in 
comparison to the Oregon average of 5.9%. In addition, the percent of students 
participating in physical fights on school grounds in Hood River County in the past 12 
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Table 1 
Teen Survey Comparison between Hood River County, State ofOregon and National 
Findings at 8th and 1t h Grade Levels during 2005-2006 school year 
Query 
Hood 
River 
s" 
graders 
State­
wide 
8th 
graders 
Hood 
River 
11 th 
graders 
State­
wide 
11th 
graders 
% of students who carried a gun 2: 1 day onto 
school property in the last 30 days 0 0.6 1.0 7.6 
% of students who carried a weapon other than 
a gun 2: 1 day onto school property in the last 
30 days 
28.9 5.9 6.9 19.8 
% of students who reported having been 
threatened by another peer using a weapon 
such as a gun, knife or club on school property 
2: 1 time in the past 12 months 
4.6 6.4 4.6 4.8 
% of students who reported being injured by 
someone using a weapon on school property 2: 
1 time in the past 12 months 
1.3 2.0 2.1 1.1 
% of students who reported having been in a 
physical fight on school property 2: 1 time in 
the past 12 months 
18.2 15.9 9.8 7.3 
% of students who reported staying home from 
school as a result of feeling unsafe at school or 
on their way to school 2: 1 day in the past 30 
days 
4.2 6.2 4.6 5.3 
months was higher than the state average at both the s"and 11th grade levels. Hood River 
County 11th graders also reported experiencing a higher occurrence rate of being injured 
by a peer with a weapon on at least one occasion over the past 12 months in comparison 
to the Oregon state-wide findings. These comparisons suggest that small, rural school 
districts may experience lower numbers of potentially fatal violence on school campuses 
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in comparison to larger metropolitan areas, and yet at the same time, they may see larger 
numbers of other threatening behaviors, such as physical fights, that require assessment 
and intervention. 
Although these numbers are somewhat alarming and indicate a need for 
implementing systematic assessment and intervention procedures, it is also important to 
keep in mind that statistically, students between the ages of 12 and 18 are still more likely 
to be victims of nonfatal violent crime away from school than in a school (DeVoe et aI., 
2004; Dwyer, Osher & Hoffman, 2000). National averages in 2002 (DeVoe et al. 2004) 
indicate that students in this age range were victims of about 209,000 serious violent 
crimes (e.g., rape, sexual assault, robbery, aggravated assault.) away from school as 
compared with about 88,000 at school. In addition, students who reported being afraid at 
school decreased from 12 percent in 1995 to 6 percent in 2003 (DeVoe et aI., 2004). 
Thus, it is not useful to assume homicides and severe assaults are a major issue in every 
single school as the media tends to propose. Instead, schools should look at the issue of 
school violence in a broader sense, one of social and developmental concerns which 
affect student behavior and learning outcomes and determine the specific areas of need 
for their own school district (Furlong et al., 1994). 
Predecessors to the Safety Assessment 
Zero-Tolerance Policies. In the mid 1990's a concept referred to as "zero 
tolerance" emerged. Zero tolerance referred to policies where students who were found 
with drugs or anything construed as a weapon on school grounds were automatically 
suspended and!or expelled. In the advent of these policies, exorbitant numbers of students 
were suspended. In 1998 alone, 3.1 million students were suspended under these policies, 
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and African American students made up 32 percent of those suspensions even though 
only 17 percent of the student population was African American (Civil Rights Project, 
2000). Insome instances, students were expelled for situations as ridiculous as bringing a 
plastic knife to school, pointing a finger like a gun or shooting paper clips with a rubber 
band (Cornell, 2004, 2006; Cornell & Sheras, 2006, Tebo, 2000). Thus, under this policy, 
all "threats" were treated alike and did not take into consideration the level of seriousness 
of the threat, the motivation or intentions of the perpetrators, or the actual degree of risk it 
posed (Cornell, 2003; Cornell & Sheras, 2006; Tebo, 2000). 
The Use ofProfiling and Checklists. National organizations such as the Federal 
Bureau ofInvestigation (FBI), the United States Department of Education and the 
American Psychological Association have all attempted to develop "profiles" ofcharacter 
and behavioral traits of students who carry-out violent acts in schools. "Profiles" are 
essentially checklists that have been developed in attempt to identify types of students 
likely to become violent in schools. These checklists have included broad behaviors such 
as "increase in risk-taking behavior," "increase in use of drugs or alcohol," or "tends to 
blame others for difficulties he/she causes," (Cornell, 2003, p. 4-5). Unfortunately, such 
terms are so broad that school administrators using these checklists could easily over­
identify multiple students who appear to meet these warning signs. The underlying 
problem with these sorts of checklists is that the occurrence of violent school incidents 
(such as school shootings) are rare and thus the population of students studied is too 
small to make valid generalized conclusions (Borum, Fein, Vossekuil & Berglund, 1999). 
Even reports by the FBI (O'Toole, 2000), admit that profiling in and of itself, is not a 
viable strategy when it comes to preventing school violence. 
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The use of profiles in schools is not only problematic because they may limit our 
identification of students in need of help, but also because their use may increase the 
likelihood of making "false-positive identifications." Unfortunately, too many people 
have the propensity to take these checklists as fact and begin to mislabel students they 
think of as dangerous when in fact they are not, thus leading to over-identification 
(Cornell, 2004; Vossekuil, Reddy & Rein, 2001). It is important for the public to 
understand that many risk factors correlate with violence but are not specific indicators of 
violence because they can be found within the population at large (Cornell, 2004; Cornell 
et aI., 2004, Reddy et aI., 2001, Borum et aI., 1999). The reality is that many students 
throughout the nation have some of the personality traits or behaviors listed on these and 
will never commit a violent act (Cornell et aI., 2004, O'Toole, 2000). 
In recent years, a wide variety of checklists and computerized software have also 
been marketed in attempt to assist in the process of assessing student threats, but there are 
some real concerns in relying on these instruments alone. Just as each student is a unique 
individual, each threatening situation should be treated as a unique situation and assessed 
accordingly. It is likely that grave errors could be made when one starts to mentally 
approach threat assessments in a pre-packaged or "one-size fits all" approach. 
O'Toole (2000) reported that the subject of student profiling was studied by 
prominent researchers in the field and critically analyzed at a conference on school 
shootings conducted by the FBI. The FBI firmly rejected the practice ofprofiling and 
concluded the following: 
One response to the pressure for action may be an effort to identify the 
next shooter by developing a "profile" of the typical school shooter. This 
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may sound like a reasonable preventative measure, but in practice, trying 
to draw up a catalogue or "checklist" ofwarning signs to detect a potential 
school shooter can be shortsighted, even dangerous. Such lists, publicized 
by the media, can end up unfairly labeling many nonviolent students as 
potentially dangerous or even lethal. In fact, a great many adolescents 
who will never commit violent acts will show some of the behaviors or 
personality traits included on the list. (O'Toole, 2000, p. 2-3) 
School districts that rely on zero tolerance policies and/or profiling models are 
bound to see severe limitations in being able to respond to student needs following 
threatening behavior (Cornell, 2000). Thus, in recent years, safety and risk assessments 
have shifted from a profiling/prediction model to one of a more clinically based risk 
assessment/management model; one that understands risk in a contextual, dynamic and 
continuous nature (Borum, 2000). 
Safety Assessment Features 
The goals of a safety assessment are twofold: 1) to maintain a safe school 
environment by being proactive in terms ofpreventing violence from occurring and 2) to 
effectively react in ways that help resolve student conflict or problems that may trigger 
threatening behavior (Cornell & Sheras, 2006). To help schools meet these goals, the 
Critical Incident Response Group of the National Center for the Analysis of Violent 
Crime of the FBI released a report in 2000 that advised school districts to adopt a threat 
assessment approach as opposed to a profiling approach. O'Toole (2000) emphasized 
" ... once a threat is made, having a fair, rational and standardized method of evaluating 
and responding to threats is critically important" (p. 1). The report recommended each 
18 
school district establish a multidisciplinary team to assess threats of violence taking in 
consideration the four following dynamics: a) the personality and behavior of the student 
who made the threat, b) the student's family dynamics, c) the culture and climate of the 
school, and d) the social dynamics of the larger community. Unfortunately, the authors of 
this report did not specifically define or determine who should be on these 
multidisciplinary teams, nor did they specify specifically how these evaluations should be 
conducted. The conclusion of the O'Toole (2000) FBI report stated the following: "There 
is a compelling need to field test, evaluate and further develop these threat assessment 
recommendations and to develop appropriate interventions designed to respond to the 
mental health needs of the students involved. This is a pressing public health need in 
which could be addressed through multidisciplinary collaboration by educators, mental 
health professionals and law enforcement" (p. 31). 
Jimerson, Brock & Cowan (2005) suggested that each school district should 
consider the following guidelines for development of effective and accurate threat 
assessments: a) establish clear policies and procedures when investigating, interviewing 
and evaluating a potential offender; b) build an assessment team including at least one 
administrator, a mental health professional (school psychologist or school counselor) and 
security staff member (if applicable for the building); c) provide specific training on risk 
assessment to all persons on the team; d) know the fundamental principles on risk 
assessment; e) create a climate of trust within your school because students are typically 
aware of problems in their school before the adults around them; and f) promote school­
wide programming and messages that emphasize that violence prevention is everyone's 
responsibility within the school (p. 12-15). 
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In terms of assessment, it is important to remember that all threats are not equal 
(O'Toole, 2000). All administrators and safety team members should be familiar with 
terminology such as direct, indirect, transient, substantive, veiled and conditional threats; 
as well as understand levels of risk and how to conduct assessments and interventions in 
a timely manner. 
To help school personnel understand these differences, Cornell and colleagues 
(Cornell et al., 2004) argue that school based violence prevention programming can be 
viewed as serving two functions: threat prevention and threat intervention. Threat 
prevention consists of programming and violence prevention efforts that are implemented 
at the school-wide level, such as Effective Behavior System (Sugai & Homer, 2002). 
School-wide efforts target all children, irrespective of having been identified as a 
perpetrator or potential threat. Violence prevention programs are helpful in that they 
assist in creating positive school learning environments, which in turn decrease the types 
of conditions in which threats potentially develop (Cornell et al., 2004; Sugai & Horner, 
2002). Violence prevention programs educate all school personnel and students on how 
to proactively respond to patterns of teasing, exclusion, and bullying among student 
groupings within a school. Threat interventions on the other hand, assist specific 
individuals or groups of students in learning how to self-manage emotions, develop 
empathy skills, recognize bullying behaviors, and use conflict resolution skills. 
Other researchers have also made specific recommendations with respect to 
providing threat interventions. For example, Jimerson and colleagues (Jimerson et al., 
2005) encourages each district to develop a specific protocol for exploring actual or 
potential violent situations. Components that should be considered include: assigning 
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members to and training a threat assessment team; evaluating and interviewing potential 
offender(s); notifying and working with the parents; interviewing other students and staff 
as relevant; determining the level of intervention required; bringing in additional 
professional supports where applicable (e.g., mental health, social services, law 
enforcement); providing follow up observation and services; and responding to the media 
should the need arise (Jimerson et al., 2005). 
As indicated from the above noted recommendations, a safety assessment process 
should include specific procedures for gathering relevant information in order to answer 
key questions about the situation and determine actual risk to harm. Based on the work of 
several researchers in this area (Borum et al., 1999; Cornell, 2003; Reddy et al., 2001), 
the following areas related to a threatening situation or behavior need to be queried: a) 
motivation for the behavior in question; b) communication about ideas and intent; c) 
unusual interest in targeted violence; d) evidence of attack related behaviors and plans; 
mental health condition; e) level of sophistication to be able to plan and execute an 
attack; f) recent losses; consistency between communications and behaviors; g) concerns 
by others regarding the student's potential for harm; and h) factors in the individual's life 
or environment that could increase or decrease the likelihood of attack. 
Furthermore, to be most effective, these inquiries and intervention efforts can not 
be done in a haphazard manner. Rather, research-based guidelines should be provided to 
professionals that enable them to appraise the level of threat based on systematic 
evaluation of the presence and severity of risk factors within the individual as well as in 
his/her situation that are known to increase the likelihood of violent behavior (Borum, 
2000). Decisions can then be made in terms of the probability of violence depending on 
21 
the presence and severity of the risk factors. Safety assessments that are conducted in a 
systematic manner, such as following a specified district protocol, are more likely to have 
higher levels ofvalidity and lead to more effective decision-making (Borum, 2000). 
Systematic approaches allow the safety team to develop the most relevant hypotheses 
about the specific conditions in which a student may be more or less likely to be violent 
(Borum, 2000). Thus, safety assessments are not intended to predict whether or not 
students will or will not commit a violent act, but instead, are intended to help 
professionals understand the motivations and thinking behind the threat so that an 
intervention plan can be developed to address the issues that underlie the threat (Cornell 
& Sheras, 2006). 
Transient versus Substantive Threats 
While it is statistically unusual for violent crime (such as shootings and assaults) 
to occur in school, it is not uncommon for threatening comments, gestures or behaviors to 
be made in schools on a more frequent basis. Such threatening comments and other 
bullying gestures need to be taken seriously and not ignored. Given that the emotional 
and physical safety of students and staff within a school building is of primary concern, 
the challenge becomes one in which school districts need to be prepared and adopt 
procedures for safety screenings and assessments that are pro-active and prevention­
based. Such measures are predicated on the ability of schools to be able to accurately 
assess transient and substantive threats. 
Several things need to be taken into consideration when an allegation of threat is 
first reported. Many researchers (Cornell, 2004; Reddy et al., 2001; Vossekuil et al., 
2001) recognize that there is a distinct difference between making a comment that sounds 
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like a threat (telling people they intend to harm) versus posing a threat (participating in 
behaviors that indicate an intent, such as planning or preparation of an attack). 
Some have argued that "not all threats are created equal", because students who make 
threats differ in their motivations and capacity to carry out such acts (O'Toole, 2000, p. 
5). For example, a threat involving a gun or other weapon on school property should 
elicit greater concern than a child who is mad at a peer for accidentally spilling soda on 
their homework and screams, "I hate you. I could just kill you." Many people invariably 
make comments that could be considered threatening, but in fact do not pose a threat. At 
the same time, it is true that there are dangerous people who will not make a direct threat 
toward their intended victim(s) before acting. Invariably, all threats including direct 
threats (e.g., yelling "I am going to place a bomb in the school!"), or indirect (e.g., 
murmuring, "Watch your back, you never know when I could get you.") should be taken 
seriously, as they will not in and of themselves be reliable indicators of risk. Thus, every 
situation will not necessarily initiate a full safety evaluation (Reddy et al., 2001), but will 
require careful thought and consideration. Although we cannot treat each direct and 
indirect threat equally, 75% of the time, potential attackers tell one or more people about 
their interest in doing harm to someone (Vossekuil et al., 2001). Therefore, it is 
imperative that schools take the time to address barriers within the school environment 
that may potentially prevent a student from bringing forth such information, as well as 
identify effective ways to handle and analyze the information that comes to the attention 
of administration (Vossekuil et al., 2001). 
A first step in that direction is for administrators to accurately differentiate 
between transient and substantive threats. Transient threats are defined by Cornell (2003) 
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as those that can be readily identified as expressions of emotion such as anger or 
frustration or perhaps even an inappropriate attempt at humor. Such expressions are 
considered to be transient because they tend to dissipate in a very short period of time 
once the student has had time to reflect on the meaning of what he/she just said. Hence, 
the student does not have a true intent to harm someone. Transient threats may still 
warrant disciplinary actions but they do not necessitate a full-fledge safety assessment. 
Instead, transient threats are often resolved by means of an explanation and apology by 
the student (Cornell, 2003; Cornell & Sheras, 2006). This is not to say that people who 
make transient threats cannot emotionally damage or harm (e.g., harassment, fear) the 
recipient. Instead, transient threats focus on the lack ofactual intent to follow through 
with the action (threat) itself. Cornell & Sheras (2006) estimated that approximately 70% 
or more of the threats reported will be transient threats. 
Substantive threats however, are much more serious and suggest immediate 
concern for the safety of others. To help school-based professionals better understand 
substantive threats, O'Toole (2000) described six particular "presumptive indicators" as 
follows: a) the threat has specific, plausible details such as a specific victim, time, place 
or method of assault; b) the threat has been repeated over time or communicated to more 
than one person; c) the threat is reported as a plan, or some degree of planning has taken 
place; d) the student has accomplices or has attempted to recruit accomplices; e) the 
student has invited an audience of peers to watch the threatened event; f) there is 
evidence of intent to carry out the threat, such as possession of a weapon, bomb 
materials, a map or written plan or a list of intended victims. It is important to note 
though that O'Toole does not consider any of the above indicators to be an absolute 
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indicator, because additional investigation of facts could reveal that the threat is indeed 
transient (2000). To help us, Cornell (2004) reminds us that if there is a doubt whether a 
threat is transient or substantive, that it should be treated as substantive. 
Team Approach to Safety Assessment 
Safety assessments can function most effectively when a collaborative process is 
formed on a case-by-case basis (Dwyer et aI, 2000; O'Toole, 2000; Twemlow, Fonagy, 
Sacco, O'Toole & Verberg, 2002). It is unlikely that anyone school clinician will feel 
comfortable in being solely being responsible for the assessment of a child and his family 
when there is a risk of homicidal violence (Twemlow et aI., 2002). 
Ideally, threat or safety assessments should be carried out by a group oftrained 
professionals within a given school building (Cornell, 2003; Jimerson et a1., 2005). 
School-based teams would likely be more knowledgeable of the student body and could 
respond much more quickly to threats than a single team that handles assessments at the 
district level (Cornell & Sheras, 2006). Furthermore, school-based teams also reduce the 
potential for conflict if an external team reached conclusions contrary to the perceptions 
of the principal and school staff - particularly when disciplinary measures may be needed 
(Cornell & Sheras, 2006). Finally, site-based assessment staff have the ability to provide 
follow-up contact and implementation of the intervention plans if the staff doing the 
safety assessment are on-site (Cornell & Sheras, 2006). 
Members of school-based teams should have unique, but complimentary roles 
and responsibilities. In one school-based team model, school principals or assistant 
principals (rather than members of the school staff) should head the safety teams because 
of their primary role and responsibility for student disciplinary matters and overall school 
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safety (Cornell, 2004; Cornell & Sheras, 2006). Thus, in this model, the school principal 
or assistant principal conducts the initial triage to determine the seriousness of the threat. 
If the administrator views the threat as substantive, they call in the rest of the team to help 
with the evaluation. However, the principal maintains the final decision-making power 
about what to do in response to the alleged threat. The role of the other team members, 
such as school resource officers, school counselors and school psychologists, is to 
provide information, guidance and recommendations in helping make these decisions 
(Cornell, 2003, 2004). Once a situation appears to be of substantial risk, the school 
psychologist conducts the mental health assessment of the student to identify the 
immediate mental health needs of the student and attempt to understand the motivations 
behind the threat. They are not, however, expected to predict whether the student will or 
will not carryout the threat (Cornell, 2003, 2004). Cornell does not recommend teachers 
as serving on the safety assessment teams because their role is to report information as 
they come across it and reserve their time for being in the classroom, however they 
should be consulted with to learn more about how the student behaves and interacts 
within their classroom setting (2003, 2004). 
Intervention as a Critical Part ofthe Safety Assessment 
According to research, good safety assessment plans also include intervention 
plans. Developing intervention plans are a crucial component of the safety assessment 
feature in that an intervention plan is specifically individualized to meet the student's 
needs and the school's needs (Furlong et aI., 1997). 
The goal of threat assessment is not only to keep schools safe, but it also helps to 
understand a student's challenges and personal resources (Jimerson et aI., 2005). 
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Research shows that most students will not carry out their threats, but these same students 
may need mental health or social service intervention, all of which can be identified and 
planned for within the intervention plan on behalf of the student (Jimerson et aI., 2005). 
When developing an intervention plan, the safety assessment team should consider the 
following factors: a) whether or not the student can return to school or what other 
educational alternatives may be needed, and b) what kind of mental health, social 
services and school-based interventions are needed for the student in order to decrease or 
eliminate the student's risk of violence (Jimerson et aI., 2005; Reddy et aI. 2001). 
Not only should schools consider the resources needed to help the perpetrator, but 
also services that are needed to help those who were targeted or threatened. That is, when 
re-integrating a student back into school who has made a previous threat, schools must 
help the previous target(s) feel safe and ensure a sense of security among staff and 
students (Cornell et aI., 2004; Stover, 2005). In summary, intervention plans assist in 
defining areas that the student needs assistance with and how the family, school and 
community will assist them in getting those needs met, while at the same time, helping 
students and staff alike feel safe. Such assurances are likely to result when systematic 
procedures are in place and students and staff know that any person making a threat or 
engaging in violent behavior will be supervised and given appropriate treatment 
(O'Toole, 2000). 
Creating a Balance: Integrating Assessment with Effective Discipline 
According to Cornell and Sheras (2006), safety assessments and school discipline 
should be considered two separate processes. By this, they imply that a threat will not 
necessarily result in disciplinary action, though it could, depending on its nature. Most 
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transient threats will necessitate very little in terms of disciplinary action. A student who 
becomes angry and threatens a teacher in the classroom, but later was remorseful and 
apologetic, is likely not going to be disciplined in the same manner as a student who calls 
in a false bomb threat in order to disrupt classes for the purpose of avoiding a test. The 
bomb threat itself is a transient threat (meaning, it did not represent a true intent to blow 
up the school), but nonetheless, the bomb threat will likely be considered a serious legal 
infraction resulting in formal charges and/or expulsion (Cornell & Sheras, 2006). In sum, 
it is important that schools be careful not to classify a threat as substantive just because 
the behavior merits serious disciplinary action (Cornell & Sheras, 2006). It is equally 
important that schools do not deal with threats by simply removing students from the 
school (e.g., expelling, suspension, placement changes) in lieu of a careful safety 
screening and/or safety assessment process (Furlong et aI., 1997; O'Toole, 2000). 
Disciplinary action used in lieu of safety assessment and intervention planning will not 
lower the sense of security of staff and students or the community at large. 
In effort to placate public concern, disciplinary actions are sometimes put into 
place that inadvertently overlook student and victim needs (Furlong et aI., 1997). Each 
school should have a plan in place on how to address disciplinary infractions as they 
occur, keeping in mind that punishment must be balanced within a student discipline plan 
that views infractions as educational opportunities (Furlong et. aI., 2005). Obviously 
there are instances where state education law will require suspension or expulsion for 
certain violations (e.g., gun possession, serious vandalism, bomb threat, serious assault), 
but there is little evidence that rigid models of discipline actually prevent violence in the 
long run (Furlong et aI., 2005). This is because discipline that attempts to exclude 
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students from others is more likely to aggravate situations rather than prevent violence in 
many cases (Furlong et aI., 2005). Thus, implementing disciplinary action, without 
evaluating the situation or any attempting to understand the student's motives or intent 
could actually exacerbate the danger level (Furlong et al., 2005; O'Toole, 2000). 
It is also important to remember that decisions made during the safety assessment 
process uphold students' civil liberties. For example, civil liberties have the potential to 
be compromised when students are suspended or expelled for violence-related behaviors, 
or when a student is possibly detained for psychiatric treatment or incarcerated (Furlong 
et aI., 2001). It is equally important to keep in mind that students who were perhaps 
interviewed following an allegation, regardless of it being founded or unfounded, could 
be stigmatized and reputed as a person who is potentially dangerous (Furlong et al., 
2001). Despite these ethical and legal aspects, a school district does have the obligation to 
maintain both security and a positive and supportive learning environment in their 
buildings (Furlong et al., 2001). 
Therefore, school districts who adopt a specified safety assessment process need 
to provide administrators guidelines and a protocol for assessing the possibility and 
creditability of a threat, which in turn will assist them in making appropriate responses 
and interventions. As part of these efforts, districts need to provide in-service training and 
workshops on school safety-related topics and developing proactive programming 
district-wide (Dunn, 2006) 
Summary 
Schools are responsible for providing physically and psychologically safe 
learning environments for its students, families and staff. Given the recent media 
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attention on school shootings, some may feel that American schools are dangerous 
places. Fortunately, statistics demonstrate this is not the case, and these few high-profile, 
fatal cases are not representative of most schools (Cornell, 2003). However, bullying, 
aggression and peer harassment are prevalent and do warrant serious attention. It is 
important, therefore, to provide assessment and intervention procedures that lead to their 
reduction and provide learning environments that are safe and secure (Furlong et al., 
1997). Effective approaches toward reducing violent behavior are the same as those used 
in the creation of healthy learning environments for all students (Furlong et al., 2005). 
These approaches need to balance school security and discipline with positive support 
systems and skill development as well as elicit strong parent and community involvement 
in the learning process across the grade levels, (Furlong et al., 2005). This holistic 
approach will not only reduce violence but improve academic and social outcomes for all 
students (Furlong et al., 2005). 
Thus, having systems in place to assess risk and provide a comprehensive 
intervention based-approach will assist school districts in providing a safe school 
environment. 
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Chapter III: Methodology 
Research Design 
In order to examine the perceptions about school violence, current practices in 
regard to handling situations where potential safety issues arise, as well as the efficacy of 
a new safety assessment protocol and process within a small rural pacific northwestern 
school district, an online survey was developed and disseminated. Prior to the 
implementation of this survey, it was examined and approved by the Institutional Review 
Board for the Protection of Human Subjects Involved in Research, as well as by the 
Superintendent of schools within the school district for which the survey was deployed. 
This chapter will outline the methods used to carry out this study, including participant 
information and implementation. 
Subjects and Procedures 
All personnel (n = 532) within Hood River County School District (HRCSD), a 
small rural district with a student enrollment of approximately 3,800 students in the 
Pacific Northwest, were invited to participate in this survey (see Appendix A for the 
introductory and assent letter). This school district consists of one k-12 school, one high 
school (grades 9-12), two middle schools (grades 6-8), five elementary schools (grades k­
5), three self-contained behavior programs (grades k-5, 6-8 and 9-12) and an alternative 
school (grades 9-12). These schools are all located within a rural school district which 
encompasses 536 square miles. Of the approximate 3,800 students, minority students 
make up about 42% of the total enrollment. Based on the 2003-2004 academic year 
statistics, ethnicity includes 39% from Hispanic backgrounds, 1.5% Asian, .8% African 
American, and .8% Native American. Approximately 57% of the students are eligible for 
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free or reduced meals and 13% of the students in this district receive special education 
services, 
Approval for this study was gained by means of contacting the Superintendent of 
the school district. A letter of introduction regarding the researcher and the purpose of the 
study was emailed to all licensed and classified personnel within the school district 
asking them to participate in the online survey. The survey was accessed via an URL 
address listed at the end of the introduction letter. Confidentiality and anonymity was 
stressed in order to encourage higher accuracy in the self-report process. An informed 
consent disclosure was presented immediately preceding the actual survey. Email 
addresses were supplied by the Superintendent's office. Recipients logged onto the URL 
survey website in such a manner that did not allow the evaluator to know who did or did 
not choose to participate. Personnel were given one week to complete their questionnaire. 
Two weeks after the initial distribution of the survey, personnel were sent a reminder to 
encourage recipients to respond to the survey if they had not yet done so in order to attain 
a minimum response rate. The second email also thanked those that responded during the 
first distribution of the survey. 
Of the 532 surveys distributed, 179 (33.6 %) were completed. There were 37 male 
(20.7%) and 142 female (79.3%) respondents. One hundred forty one (78.8%) of the 
respondents said they were employed full-time and 38 (21.2%) were part-time. 
Respondents included individuals from a diverse array of positions within the 
district. Eighty four (46.9%) of the respondents were teachers (all disciplines), 28 
(15.6%) were instructional assistants; 13 (7.3%) were building administrators/principals, 
12 (6.7%) were office assistants, 9 (5%) were district office support staff/special 
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projects/athletic director, 7 (3.9%) were school counselors, child development specialists 
or school psychologists, 5 (2.8%) were custodians/maintenance, 5 (2.8%) were district 
office administrators, 4 (2.2%) were prevention specialists/para-professionals, 5 (2.8%) 
were speech/language pathologists, physical therapists and occupational therapists, 1 
(0.6%) was a librarian, 2 (1.1%) were early childhood intervention personnel, 2 (1.1%) 
were food service personnel, 1 (.6%) was from community education and 1 (.6%) was 
from transportation. The respondents had a mean of 15.11 (SD = 9,45) years teaching 
experience, within a range of less than one year to 40 years experience. 
When asked as to which age group they primarily work with, 3 (1.7%) 
respondents reported working with early intervention, 74 (41.3%) with elementary, 30 
(16.8%) with middle school, and 51 (28.5%) with high school. In addition, 7 (3.9%) of 
the respondents indicated that they worked across these groups at the district-wide level, 
and 14 (7.8%) were associated with the business, personnel and superintendent offices. 
Respondents were queried as to whether or not they had previously attended 
district training related to school safety issues, of which 58.7% (n=105) replied that they 
had not, and 38% (n=68) replied that they had. In addition, only 19.6% (n=35) responded 
that they had received out of district training related to school safety issues. 
Instrumentation 
An online survey utilizing 50 questions was developed in attempt to measure the 
perceptions and practices related to school violence, 'school safety practices and safety 
assessment (see Appendix B). Demographic data such as age, gender, years of experience 
within education were also gathered. 
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Depending onjob responsibilities (e.g., administration versus teaching staff), 
different groupings of personnel were asked slightly different questions. Nine questions 
(those relating to demographic information, past training experiences, and training ideas) 
were asked of all personnel. All personnel were also polled in regard to their perceptions 
about school violence both nationally and locally (14 questions). Only teachers were 
asked about their practices when confronted with potential school safety issues in written 
or pictorial form (7 questions). All personnel were asked who they would go to if they 
obtained information suggesting a possible school safety issue (9 questions). All staff 
were also asked about whether or not they had participated on a safety assessment team 
(l question). Respondents who indicated yes to this item were asked several follow up 
questions, comparing the old process (having the administrator or the school psychologist 
solely evaluate the student to determine level of risk to others) to the new safety 
assessment team process (6 questions). Only administrators were asked specific questions 
about their comfort level in determining transient from substantive threats as well as their 
practices regarding documentation of potential safety issues (4 questions). 
Throughout most of the survey (see Appendix B), respondents were asked to rate 
various statements regarding their perceptions of safety related issues by using a five 
point likert scale (l = strongly disagree, 2 = disagree, 3 = neutral, 4 = agree, 5 = strongly 
agree). Means and standard deviations were computed to address research questions 
related to these items. If the mean for a statement was between 4.00 and 5.00, it was 
labeled as "agree" and when the mean was between 3.50 and 3.99, it was labeled as 
"tendency to agree". Means between 2.50 and 3.49 were considered to be within the 
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neutral range. When a mean was between 2.49 and 2.01, it was labeled as "tendency to 
disagree and means 2.00 or lower were labeled as "disagree". 
Data Analysis 
The Statistical Program for Social Sciences, version 10.0 was used to analyze the 
data. Descriptive statistics such as frequency counts, percentages, means, standard 
deviations and correlations will be discussed in the following chapter. 
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Chapter IV: Results 
The purpose of this study was to examine school personnel perceptions about 
school violence, current practices for handling potential safety threats and the efficacy of 
the newly developed safety assessment protocol and process within a small rural pacific 
northwestern school district. This chapter presents the results of the study in relation to 
each research question. 
Research Question #1: What are the perceptions ofHood River County School District 
employees with respect to the following: school violence trends, their comfort level and 
knowledge level in identifying concerning behaviors and how threatening situations 
should be addressed? 
Perceptions regarding school violence trends. Personnel were asked a series of 
questions regarding their perception about school violence trends both locally and 
nationally. Staff responded according to a five point likert scale (strongly agree to 
strongly disagree) indicating their opinions. 
The responses indicated that respondents believe that for the most part, violence 
in schools is increasing on a national level (M = 3.78; SD = .95), but have neutral 
feelings in regard to it increasing at a local level (M = 2.93; SD = .92). In a general sense, 
respondents were neutral in their opinion that school violence appears to be more of an 
issue today than in years past (M = 3.35; SD = 1.00) and respondents were also neutral in 
terms ofviewing current levels of school violence in their own school district as 
concerning (M = 3.19; SD = .92). However, staff did report feeling safe working within 
their school/building in their school district (M = 4.39; SD = .58). 
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Most staff stated that if a crisis happened in their building that they felt confident 
they would know how to respond (M = 3.97; SD = .94). Staff also shared that if they felt 
unsure about what to do or how to respond in a particular situation of concern that they 
knew someone that they could go to ask for help (M = 4.34; SD = .67). 
When asked if they believed that the school district provides adequate prevention 
programming and education to students regarding subjects such as personal safety, 
conflict resolution, anti-bullying and non-violence programming, opinions were quite 
varied and equally distributed along the continuum (M = 3.06; SD = .94). Relatively 
equal numbers of people felt that there was adequate prevention programming (36%) in 
comparison to those who felt there was not enough (30%), with 35% of the respondents 
feeling neutral on the issue. 
Perceptions ofcurrent district discipline policy and reportingpractices. Staff 
were asked a series of questions regarding their opinions on the current school district 
discipline policy in a general sense, as well as their own reporting practices. Staff 
responded according to a five point likert scale (strongly agree to strongly disagree) 
indicating their opinions. 
Staff tended to agree that the school district has a well-defined discipline policy 
(M= 3.61; SD .89) and that they understand the disciplinary policy (A1= 3.74; SD .87). 
The majority also reported that they understand what behaviors need to be referred for 
possible discipline (M = 4.00; SD = .84), and which behaviors warrant high levels of 
concern in regard to school safety (M = 4.06; SD = .86). Staff reported that they make 
referrals for misbehavior or concerning behaviors with fidelity (M = 3.83; SD = .85). 
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Building administrators and principals were queried as to their fidelity of 
documenting threatening and/or concerning behaviors into School-Wide Information 
System (SWIS), which is a web-based method of documenting referral data so that data 
can be used to develop school-wide and individual student interventions (University of 
Oregon, n.d.). Of the 13 administrators who responded, eight (61.5%) indicated that they 
tend to report with fidelity, while 5 (38.5%) responded that they do not. 
Not all staff understood what a safety assessment is (M = 3.37; SD = 1.1). Only 
51% of the respondents agreed or strongly agreed that they understand what a safety 
assessment is, while 49 % were neutral in their understanding or unsure. 
Teacher response to written and pictorial issues. Teachers have the potential to 
come across crucial information through a variety of modalities including pictorial, 
essays, poetry, and journal writing. Thus, only 84 identified teachers were asked a series 
of questions that sought to identify how individual teachers tend to respond when they 
come across written and/or pictorial expressions of the following school safety related 
issues: weapons (e.g., guns, knives), knowledge on how to create or use 
bombs/explosives, hate related words or hate crimes, sexual harassment or sexual 
violence, gang violence, threats of harming oneself or others, and disconnected thoughts 
or out of touch with reality writing style. Respondents were asked to indicate if they 
typically ignore these situations, talk directly to the student, contact parents, notify the 
building administrator/principal, or contact the school counselor/child development 
specialist/school psychologist. Respondents were encouraged to check all the ways that 
they typically respond, so more than one answer was often reported by the teachers (see 
Table 2). 
Note: Column headings indicate the ways in which teachers respond to the discovered safety issue. 
f ~ frequency, P = percent of teachers. 
As can be seen in Table 2, teachers reported that they are more likely to talk to the 
student and principal when they see pictures and writing involving weapons. 
Interestingly, four respondents stated that they typically ignore these sorts of references. 
If a student appears to have a keen knowledge on how to create or use bombs/explosives, 
teachers appear more likely to contact the principal and school counselor. When teachers 
come across hate related words or the reference to hate crimes they tend to talk to the 
student and let a school counselor know. If a student writes or draws pictures involving 
sexual harassment or sexual violence, teachers tend to respond by letting the principal 
and the school counselor know. With concerns about gang violence teachers are more 
likely to talk to the student and the school counselor. If a student writes or draws pictures 
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involving harm to self or others, the principal and the school counselor are most often 
contacted. When teachers come across writing that appears quite disconnected and out of 
touch with reality, they are more likely to talk to the student and to the school counselor. 
Interestingly, parents were not frequently identified as a person a teacher would go to if 
they had concerns on the above areas. Higher rates of parent contact were noted when it 
came to potential harm to self or others, but still, it appears as though teachers wish to 
have the principal and/or school counselor handle the situation. Still more interesting is 
the fact that 1.3 to 5% of the teachers reported that they would choose to ignore any of 
the above scenarios. 
Staffresponse to issues ofconcern. All personnel were queried about how they believe 
they would handle scenarios related to potential school violence. Most staff agreed that 
they would immediately inform the building administrator/principal regarding incidents 
involving hate crimes (87%), weapons (97%), sexual harassment (87.6%), gang activity 
(88.8%), bombs/explosives (86.5%), bullying (73.4%), and first hand (as well as second 
hand) reporting of intent to harm another (75.3%). Depending on the specific situation 
queried above, 1.8 to 3% of the respondents made comments under the "other" category 
that they would immediately call 911 or call law enforcement. When staff had concerns 
about potential mental health issues such as a student possibly being out of touch with 
reality or experiencing disconnected thoughts, their first informant was typically the 
school counselor, child development specialist or school psychologist (72.2%). There 
were a few staff people who admittedly were unsure who they should inform if they came 
across information regarding a possible hate crime, sexual harassment, bullying, or 
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second-hand information that a student who could/who intends to harm others (percents 
ranged from 0 to 3%). 
Research Question #2: Do members ofthe Hood River County School District safety 
assessment team feel that the new safety assessment protocol andprocess is an 
improvement over the oldformat/process (where the administrator or school psychologist 
determined risk levels alone)? 
Of 179 respondents, only 21 people (11.7%) reported having the opportunity to 
participate in the newly developed safety assessment team process during the 2006/07 
academic year. This group included 9 teachers, 3 school counselors/child development 
specialists or school psychologists and 9 principals/building administrators. These staff 
answered several questions about their experiences on a five point likert scale (strongly 
agree to strongly disagree) indicating their opinions. 
Of those who reported participating on a safety assessment team process, most 
tended to agree that they found the new safety assessment process to be effective (M = 
3.95; SD = .50), with no one reporting it to be ineffective. Most respondents reported that 
they liked the team approach better than the old approach where principal or the school 
psychologist solely completing the assessment (M = 4.38; SD = .59). They also reported 
that they felt the addition of an intervention plan into the process was an improvement (M 
= 4.24; SD = .54), with no one reporting that they felt the new process was worse than 
the previous process. Respondents concurred that the intervention plan is an important 
part of the safety assessment process (M = 4.62; SD = .50). 
41 
The format and wordage of the safety assessment protocols was viewed by most 
respondents as easy to understand (M = 3.86; SD = .57) and no one reported finding it 
difficult to understand. 
When asked how they felt about their experience utilizing a team approach to 
using the safety assessment protocols, respondents agreed that they were satisfied with 
the experience (M = 4.10; SD = .54), with no one reporting feeling dissatisfied with the 
experience. 
This researcher was interested in finding out if there was a difference in the way 
teachers, administrators and the counseling group (school counselors, child development 
specialists and school psychologists) answered questions regarding the new safety 
assessment. However, there was an insufficient amount of data collected to enable the use 
of chi-square analysis with this research question. Due to the small sample size, the data 
was not statistically significant. 
Research Question #3: To what extent do administrators report feeling comfortable in 
being able to discern transient from substantive threats? 
Administrators responded according to a five point likert scale (always to never) 
indicating their opinion about their ability to discern transient from substantive threats. 
Administrators were first asked to indicate how often they based their decisions on 
intuition. Out of the 13 administrators who responded, 1 (7.7%) reported always, 8 
(61.5%) often, and 4 (30.8%) a few times when discerning transient from substantive 
threats (M = 3.77; SD = .69). To assist in the differentiation between transient and 
substantive threats, respondents stated that they almost always interview their informants 
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(M = 4.69; SD = .48), and almost always interview the person allegedly making a threat 
(M = 4.77; SD = .44). 
With the previous safety assessment process used in the school district, there were 
no clear parameters of process on how to address potential school safety issues following 
a threat or threatening behavior. Many times administrators were responsible for 
determining level of risk and called in the school psychologist when unsure of the mental 
health status of a student. In this survey, when administrators were asked about their 
comfort level with the previous safety assessment they reported that none of them had 
been very comfortable determining the actual level of risk, although 6 administrators 
(46.2%) reported feeling comfortable, 5 (38.5%) reported neutral feelings and two 
(15.4%) reported feeling uncomfortable determining the level of risk (M = 3.31; SD = 
.75). 
This researcher was also interested in finding out if years ofexperience in the 
field of education made a difference in how administrators answered questions related to 
comfort level in determining risk, but due to small sample size and insufficient amount of 
data collected, chi square analysis data was not statistically meaningful. 
Research Question #4: Do administrators believe that the new safety assessment protocol 
is meeting their needs in terms ofbeing able to assess and respond to potentially 
threatening behaviors? 
Administrators shared that when using the old method of safety assessment, they 
were more likely to turn the assessment over to the school psychologist to solely evaluate 
the situation when: a) they felt the threat was substantive, b) a particular student wasn't 
responding to common interventions; c) the threat was vague and inconclusive 
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information was gained, or d) ifmultiple occurrences happened after a variety of 
interventions and/or consequences had been put in place. One principal indicated that it 
was automatically turned over to the school psychologist once preliminary information 
was gathered regardless if it was transient or substantive. 
Administrators responded according to a five point likert scale (strongly agree to 
strongly disagree) indicating their opinions on whether the new safety assessment process 
was meeting their needs in terms of being able to assess and respond to potentially 
threatening behaviors. Administrators as a whole reported that they feel the new safety 
assessment process is effective (M = 4.0; SD .50), and that the team process is better than 
the administrator or school psychologist solely being responsible for determining risk (M 
=4.56; SD = .53). Overall, they agree that the new system of determining risk is an 
improvement over the old system (M = 4.33; SD = .50). 
Looking Forward 
In addition to the above noted questions, personnel were also asked to list their 
ideas for future trainings or information they would like to receive related to school 
violence. Of the 98 people who responded to this question, only six replied that they did 
not have any ideas or did not wish for any further information on the subject. The other 
92 people presented a plethora of ideas including a desire for continued Effective 
Behavior System (EBS) training, training on recognizing and responding to at-risk 
students, crisis response techniques, conflict de-escalation techniques, regular practice of 
lock-down processes, signs of child and adolescent depression and self-harm, information 
on how to recognize and prevent bullying, and nonviolent communication training. 
Interestingly, a few respondents wrote that as they proceeded through the survey they 
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began to recognize that they did not have much training in many of the areas queried, and 
that the survey itself spurred a desire for further information to be acquired. 
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Chapter V: Conclusion and Recommendations 
This chapter presents a summary of the study, followed by a discussion of the 
major findings and their implications. The chapter concludes with a discussion of the 
limitations of the study and recommendations. 
Summary 
The purpose of this study was to examine the perceptions among school 
administration and staff about the levels of school violence, current practices used to 
handle safety issues and threats, and the efficacy of the new safety assessment protocol 
and process within a small rural pacific northwestern school district. Out of 532 district 
administrators and staff, 179 staff members participated in the online survey. The survey 
consisted of 50 questions organized around personnel's specific position. 
Discussion ofFindings 
The first research question focused on the perceptions ofdistrict employees in 
terms of school violence trends, as well as their comfort level and knowledge level in 
identifying concerning behaviors, and their perception on how these situations should be 
addressed. 
Consistent with previous research (Dear & CCTC, 1995; Furlong et aI., 1994; 
Furlong & R. Morrison, 1994) while most respondents reported that they believe violence 
in schools is increasing on a national level, they expressed more neutral feelings about its 
growth at a local level. Most respondents were neutral in their opinion that school 
violence is a greater concern today than it had been in the past, as well as in their belief 
that the level of school violence in their own school district was concerning. Participants 
reported feeling safe working in their prospective school buildings within the district. 
46
 
If a crisis was to occur, most staff reported that they felt confident they would 
know how to respond. Perhaps just as important, staff also reported that if they felt 
unsure on what to do in a particular situation, they could identify at least one person they 
could go to for help. 
Unfortunately, when asked about the specific tools available to potential threats of 
safety, personnel were quite varied in their opinions on whether or not the school district 
provides adequate prevention programming (e.g., conflict resolution, anti-bullying, non­
violence). However, stafftended to agree that the school district has a well-defined 
disciplinary policy and that they understand the discipline policy. They also reported 
feeling confident that they understand which behaviors need to be referred for potential 
discipline as well as which behaviors warrant high levels of concern in regard to school 
safety. Furthermore, staff shared that they make referrals for misbehavior and behaviors 
of concern with fidelity. However, compared to other staff, administrators were varied in 
response to their fidelity in documenting threatening and/or concerning behaviors into 
SWIS, with some administrators being quite diligent in recording each behavior incident 
and referral and others more lax. Entering behavioral data into SWIS with fidelity is 
important, so that data can be used to drive programming and instructional response for 
individual students or groups of students. 
Interestingly, not all personnel were familiar with what a safety assessment is, 
with only 51% of the respondents stating that the understood or strongly understood what 
it is. This indicates the need for further education within the district on what the protocol 
actually is when information becomes known that impacts potential school safety. 
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Teachers have the potential to come across crucial information through a variety 
of modalities including pictorial, essays, poetry, and journal writing. This information 
could be related to school safety issues involving things like weapons, bombs, hate 
crimes, sexual violence, gangs, harm to self/others, and disconnected thoughts. For the 
most part, teachers reported that when faced with these situations, they discuss their 
concerns with both the student and the building administrator. For issues involving a 
potential mental health aspect (e.g., sexual violence, harm to self/others, disconnected 
thoughts) teachers were more likely to involve the school counselor, child development 
specialist or school psychologist. 
All personnel were queried about how they believe they would handle scenarios 
related to potential school violence. Most staff agreed that they would immediately 
inform the building administrator for incidents involving hate crimes, weapons, sexual 
harassment, gang activity, bombs/explosives, bullying and first hand/second hand reports 
of intent to harm another. Again, staff reported that when they have concerns about 
potential mental health issues, such as a student possibly being out of touch with reality, 
their informant is typically the school counselor, child development specialist or school 
psychologist. On a positive note, the respondents who admitted that they were unsure 
who should be informed first about possible hate crimes, sexual harassment, bullying or 
second-hand information about a student who intends to harm also reported that they 
knew of at least one person they could go to and ask on how to proceed. 
The second research question sought information on the efficacy of the new safety 
assessment process. Respondents who had the opportunity to participate in a safety 
assessment team during the 2006/07 academic year included 9 teachers, 3 school 
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counselors/child development specialists/school psychologists and 9 building 
administrators. Respondents agreed that the new safety assessment process appeared to 
be effective. They shared that they liked the team approach better than the old approach 
where the building administrator or the school psychologist solely completed the 
assessment. The respondents also stated that they felt the addition of the intervention plan 
to the process was an overall improvement and that it was a valuable part of the safety 
assessment process. Furthermore, the format and wordage of the newly developed safety 
assessment protocols were viewed by most respondents as easy to understand. They 
described feeling satisfied with the new team approach to the assessment process. 
The third research question addressed administrators' comfort level in being able 
to discern transient from substantive threats. Of the administrators who responded to the 
survey, they reported that many times they rely on intuition to discern transient form 
substantive threats. To assist in determining the difference between transient and 
substantive threats, they also reported that they almost always interviewed their informant 
and almost always interviewed the person allegedly making a threat. 
With the previous safety assessment process, administrators admitted that none of 
them had been totally comfortable in determining the actual level of risk, though 46.2% 
of the respondents reported feeling comfortable, 38.5% reported neutral feelings and 
15.4% reported feeling uncomfortable in determining level of risk. 
The last research question sought to determine if administrators believe that the 
new safety assessment protocol is meeting their needs in terms of being able to assess and 
respond to potentially threatening behaviors. Administrators shared that with the old 
method of safety assessment, they often turned over the assessment process to the school 
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psychologist in a variety of situations, such as when they felt the situation was vague and 
inclusive information was gained, as well as when it was possibly substantive. Overall, 
administrators reported that they felt the new safety assessment process is effective and 
that the team process is better than the administrator or school psychologist being solely 
responsible for determining risk. They also tended to agree that the new safety 
assessment process is an improvement over the old system. 
Implications for Future Research 
Despite recent declines reported in terms of violence occurring in schools, 
because of the occasional high-profile school shootings that dominate the media, public 
concern continues to remain high. Unfortunately, despite efforts the fields of mental 
health, criminal justice and education have made, there are still no tools available that can 
accurately predict violent human behavior (Borum, 1996,2000; Burns et al., 2001). 
Taken together, these facts have prompted a need for schools to develop systematic 
approaches to assessing potential safety issues in the event a situation arises. However, 
school safety assessments can only serve as an effort to assess and understand a student's 
current functioning and possible risk of harm to self and/or others. The conclusions 
drawn from a safety assessment are merely the best theory of the student's overall 
situation at the time the assessment was conducted and it is definitely time-limited. Thus, 
current research and theory recommends that schools develop and use a team-based 
approach to assessment (Cornell, 2003; Jimerson et al., 2005) and that specific efforts are 
made to provide interventions to potential perpetrators as well as student and staff 
bystanders (Furlong et al., 1997; Jimerson et al., 2005; Reddy et al., 2001; Stover et al., 
2005). Once developed, researchers have argued for the need to field-test the procedures 
50 
so that it may be further modified as needed (Cornell & Sheras, 2006; O'Toole, 2005). 
Following these recommendations, this small rural district in the pacific northwest 
developed a team-based safety assessment process and evaluated the perceptions of staff 
and administrators following its first implementation (or field-test) phase. 
A limitation from the findings of this study on the first implementation/field test 
is that relatively small numbers of safety assessments were done throughout the 
implementation (field-test) year within this particular school district. Not all ofthe 
individual schools or personnel within the school district had the opportunity to 
participate in the field-testing because of this fact. There were in fact, more people that 
did participate on safety assessment teams than those that chose to participate in the 
survey, but still the numbers overall are too small to formulate general conclusions. 
Nonetheless, the findings suggest that the switch to a systematic, team-based safety 
assessment process was met with approval by those who were a part of the process. 
Respondents reported that they felt the new safety assessment process was an 
improvement over the old method, that they liked the team-based approach, and that the 
addition of an intervention plan into the process was an important improvement to the 
process. 
In hindsight, this researcher wishes she would have "tested" administrators by 
means ofpresenting scenarios and asking them to discern transient from substantive 
threats. It would be interesting to see their perception of their self-reported level of 
comfort in discerning between the two in comparison to actual performance. This might 
be an area of potential for future research. 
Recommendations 
51 
As part of the survey, all personnel were asked to list their ideas for future 
trainings or information they would like to receive related to school violence. 
Interestingly, a few respondents shared that as they proceeded through the survey they 
began to recognize that they did not have much training in many of the areas queried, and 
that participation in the survey itself spurred an interest in gaining further knowledge on 
many of the areas. Ninety two people presented a plethora of ideas for future trainings 
including a desire for continued Effective Behavior System training, training on 
recognizing and responding to at-risk students, conflict de-escalation techniques, and 
information on how to recognize and prevent bullying, to name just a few. A list of these 
suggestions will be compiled and shared with the Superintendent of schools as possible 
topics for future district in-service sessions. 
Based on the positive results of the initial field-testing for the newly developed 
safety assessment protocol, it is recommended that this process be presented to the 
district school board for official recognition and adoption as policy. 
Because of the fact that only 51% of the respondents knew what a safety 
assessment was, it is also recommended that further information be provided to school 
personnel about the process. Another suggestion would be for the school district to 
consider posting information about the safety assessment protocol on the district website 
so that community members have the opportunity to review and understand that there is a 
systematic process in place in the event of a threat or display of threatening behavior. 
Conclusion 
Exposure to violence is a sad reality for our children in today's society. While 
violence on school campuses appears to be stabilizing, violence in the community at large 
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remains daunting. The first step appears to be recognition of the fact that no school 
district is immune to its presence or effect. Developing specific programming geared 
toward decreasing the incidences ofviolence becomes paramount. Each school district 
must determine its own belief system regarding this issue and be willing to develop 
programming emphasizing violence prevention with integrity. 
The safety assessment protocol and process that was field tested by this school 
district has shown promise in terms of efficacy per the survey results. Interestingly, the 
safety assessment tool used by this school district has already gone through revisions 
since the date of its inception, and will likely continue to evolve and refine through 
sustained use. It is this sort of field-testing and evolution of potential school safety 
assessment protocols and processes that are needed throughout the nation in effort to 
protect students and staff from harm within the school setting. 
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Appendix A 
Letter of Introduction 
September 27,2007 
Dear HRCSD Staff: 
I am completing the final research requirements at the University of Wisconsin-Stout for an 
Education Specialist Degree in School Psychology and am in need of your assistance. I am 
writing today to request your participation in a survey regarding the perceptions and practices of 
classified staff, teachers, specialists and administrators regarding school violence and school 
safety issues. This survey is designed to be completed in about five to ten minutes. 
Issues around school violence have gained increased attention in this country. The purpose of this 
survey is to determine current practices within Hood River County School District of handling 
student disclosures and/or other potentially violent or threatening behaviors of concern. It is 
hoped that this information can be used to help our district better meet the needs of students and 
staff, and prevent potentially threatening situations in the future. Therefore, your assistance is 
invaluable. 
If you agree to participate in this research, you may complete the survey by clicking on the link 
below. Should you choose to participate, all the information provided will remain confidential. 
The data will be entered so that no respondent is identifiable and it will be secured onto a 
password protected site. Only group results will be reported. 
Your participation in this research is entirely voluntary, and will not affect your relationship with 
HRCSD, with staff members, or myself. Although completing the survey will not result in any 
harm, some people may feel uncomfortable answering some of the questions. (One of many local 
counseling resources available if needed is Mid Columbia Center for Living at 386-2620). 
However, you may choose to stop at any time during your participation. 
I hope that you will choose to participate. All online surveys need to be completed and returned to 
me by October 5, 2007 (next Friday). If you choose not to participate, simply ignore this email 
and do not complete the survey. 
Thank you in advance for your assistance in this project. Please feel free to contact me at (541) 
386-1194 (home) or ext 5035 (office) with any questions regarding this study or you may contact 
my research thesis advisor, Dr. Crystal Cullerton-Sen at (715) 232-2182. 
Respectfully yours, 
Jill Bennett, M.S. 
HRCSD School Psychologist 
UW-Stout Education Specialist Candidate 
Department of School Psychology 
To begin the survey, please click on the link below. 
http://www2.uwstout.edu/GeneralSurveys/TakeSurvey.asp?SurveyID=550l674M3m71K 
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Appendix B 
Survey Questions 
Demographics 
1. Gender of respondent 
Male 
Female 
2. Age category of respondent 
18-30 years old 
31-40 years old 
41-50 years old 
51-60 years old 
61 or older 
3. Employment status of respondent 
Full Time (40 or more hours/week) 
Part Time (39 or less hours/week) 
4. Grade level the respondent primarily teaches/works within 
Preschool 
Elementary 
Middle School 
High School 
District-Wide 
District Office 
5. Position of respondent 
Teacher 
School Counselor/Child Development Specialist or School Psychologist 
Secretary/Office Assistant 
Principal/School Administrator 
Early Childhood 
Speech-Language/Physical/Occupational Therapists 
Custodian/Maintenance 
Instructional Assistant 
Bus Driver/Transportation 
Food Service 
District Office Administrator 
District Office Support/Special Projects/Athletic Director 
Community Education 
Paraprofessionals/Prevention Specialist 
Librarian 
6. How many total years have you been employed within a school setting (not just 
HRCSD)? 
61 
New hire
 
1 to 5 years
 
6 to 10 years
 
11 to 15 years
 
16 to 20 years
 
21 to 25 years
 
26 to 30 years
 
31 to 35 years
 
36 to 40 years
 
7. Have you ever attended any in-district trainings related to school violence? 
No 
Yes 
If yes, please describe: (respondents replied in narrative format) 
8. Have you ever attended any out-of-district trainings related to school violence? 
No 
Yes 
If yes, please describe: (respondents replied in narrative format) 
Staff Opinions about School Violence Trends 
9. I believe that on a national level, violence in schools is increasing. 
Strongly Agree 
Agree 
Neutral 
Disagree 
Strongly Disagree 
10. I believe that violence in schools is increasing within our school district. 
Strongly Agree 
Agree 
Neutral 
Disagree 
Strongly Disagree 
11. I believe that violent acts occur often in schools today than in the past. 
Strongly Agree 
Agree 
Neutral 
Disagree 
Strongly Disagree 
12. I believe current levels of violence within our school district are concerning. 
Strongly Agree 
Agree 
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Neutral
 
Disagree
 
Strongly Disagree
 
13. Our school has a well defined discipline policy. 
Strongly Agree 
Agree 
Neutral 
Disagree 
Strongly Disagree 
14. I understand our school discipline policy. 
Strongly Agree 
Agree 
Neutral 
Disagree 
Strongly Disagree 
15. I understand what behaviors need to be referred for possible discipline. 
Strongly Agree 
Agree 
Neutral 
Disagree 
Strongly Disagree 
16. I make referrals for misbehavior or concerning behaviors with fidelity. 
Strongly Agree 
Agree 
Neutral 
Disagree 
Strongly Disagree 
17. I understand which behaviors warrant high levels of concern (i.e., school safety) and 
feel knowledgeable about the protocol for reporting them.
 
Strongly Agree
 
Agree
 
Neutral
 
Disagree
 
Strongly Disagree
 
18. I understand what a "Safety Assessment" is. 
Strongly Agree 
Agree 
Neutral 
Disagree 
Strongly Disagree 
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19. I believe our school district provides adequate prevention programming and education 
to students regarding personal safety, conflict resolution, anti-bullying, and non­
violence programming. 
Strongly Agree
 
Agree
 
Neutral
 
Disagree
 
Strongly Disagree
 
20. I feel safe working in my school building. 
Strongly Agree 
Agree 
Neutral 
Disagree 
Strongly Disagree 
21. If a crisis happened in my building, I feel confident I would know how to respond. 
Strongly Agree 
Agree 
Neutral 
Disagree 
Strongly Disagree 
22. If I felt unsure of what to do or how to respond to a particular situation of concern, I 
know who I could go to for help.
 
Strongly Agree
 
Agree
 
Neutral
 
Disagree
 
Strongly Disagree
 
Teacher Response to Written and Pictorial Issues 
How do you usually handle content that you frequently come across within student 
essay/journals OR pictures they draw that involve the following topics (check all that 
may apply): 
23. Weapons (guns, knives, etc.) 
I usually ignore these types of writing or pictures. 
I talk to the student about my concerns 
I contact the parents about my concerns 
I notify the building administrator/principal 
I contact the school counselor, child development specialist 
or school psychologist 
24. Knowledge on how create or use of bombs/explosives 
I usually ignore these types of writing or pictures 
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I talk to the student about my concerns 
I contact the parents about my concerns 
I notify the building administrator/principal 
I contact the school counselor, child development specialist 
or school psychologist 
25. Hate related words or hate crimes 
I usually ignore these types of writing or pictures 
I talk to the student about my concerns 
I contact the parents about my concerns 
I notify the building administrator/principal 
I contact the school counselor, child development specialist 
or school psychologist 
26. Sexual harassment or sexual violence 
I usually ignore these types of writing or pictures 
I talk to the student about my concerns 
I contact the parents about my concerns 
I notify the building administrator/principal 
I contact the school counselor, child development specialist 
or school psychologist 
27. Gang violence 
I usually ignore these types of writing or pictures 
I talk to the student about my concerns 
I contact the parents about my concerns 
I notify the building administrator/principal 
I contact the school counselor, child development specialist 
or school psychologist 
28. Harming self or others 
I usually ignore these types of writing or pictures 
I talk to the student about my concerns 
I contact the parents about my concerns 
I notify the building administrator/principal 
I contact the school counselor, child development specialist 
or school psychologist 
29. Disconnected thoughts, out of touch with reality or other unusual, concerning writing 
style 
I usually ignore these types of writing or pictures 
I talk to the student about my concerns 
I contact the parents about my concerns 
I notify the building administrator/principal 
I contact the school counselor, child development specialist 
or school psychologist 
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StaffResponse to Issues ofConcern 
30. If you heard about a student using hate-related words or heard about their 
participation in a hate-related action/crime, who would you inform first?
 
Noone
 
Building administrator/principal
 
School counselor, child development specialist or school psychologist
 
I am unsure who I should go to with this information
 
Other
 
31. If you were to see, suspect or be told that a student was carrying a gun or other 
weapon in school, who would you inform first?
 
Noone
 
Building administrator/principal
 
School counselor, child development specialist or school psychologist
 
I am unsure who I should go to with this information
 
Other
 
32. If you were to hear about or witness sexual harassment occurring at school who 
would you inform first?
 
Noone
 
Building administrator/principal
 
School counselor, child development specialist or school psychologist
 
I am unsure who I should go to with this information
 
Other
 
33. If you were to hear about a student(s) engaging in gang activity, who would you 
inform first?
 
Noone
 
Building administrator/principal
 
School counselor, child development specialist or school psychologist
 
I am unsure who I should go to with this information
 
Other
 
34. If you were to hear about a student demonstrating a profound interest in or 
experimenting with bombs/explosives and/or intent to use, who would you contact 
first? 
Noone 
Building administrator/principal 
School counselor, child development specialist or school psychologist 
I am unsure who I should go to with this information 
Other 
35. If you had a conversation with a student or was informed about a student who seemed 
really out of touch with reality and disconnected in their thoughts, who would you 
inform first? 
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Noone 
Building administrator/principal 
School counselor, child development specialist or school psychologist 
I am unsure who I should go to with this information 
Other 
36. If a student disclosed that they were being bullied by a peer or if you observed 
bullying behavior, who would you inform first?
 
Noone
 
Building administrator/principal
 
School counselor, child development specialist or school psychologist
 
I am unsure who I should go to with this information
 
Other
 
37. If a student disclosed their own desire to harm another person, who would you inform 
first?
 
Noone
 
Building administrator/principal
 
School counselor, child development specialist or school psychologist
 
I am unsure who I should go to with this information
 
Other
 
38. If a student disclosed to you that they were worried about another student who 
could/who intends to harm others, who would you inform first?
 
Noone
 
Building administrator/principal
 
School counselor, child development specialist or school psychologist
 
I am unsure who I should go to with this information
 
Other
 
Participation on a Safety Assessment Team 
Last year a new team-approach safety assessment protocol was field- tested in our 
district. Please pick the answer that best fits your perceptions on this new 
protocol/process... 
39. During the 2006/07 academic year within our district, did you have the opportunity 
to participate in at least one Level one Screening OR a Level Two Safety Assessment 
Process? 
Yes
 
No
 
Opinions about the New Safety Assessment Team Process 
40. How do you feel about the new Safety Assessment Process in terms of its 
effectiveness? 
Very effective 
Effective 
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Neutral
 
Ineffective
 
Very ineffective
 
41. Do you feel that it is better to have a team assess the overall degree of risk a student 
poses when completing the Safety Assessment (versus the Principal or the School 
Psychologist assessing solely on their own)? 
Very effective
 
Effective
 
Neutral
 
Ineffective
 
Very ineffective
 
42. Do you feel that the development of an intervention plan (at both the Level One and 
Level Two stages) is an improvement over the old system?
 
Very effective
 
Effective
 
Neutral
 
Ineffective
 
Very ineffective
 
43. Do you feel that the intervention plan is an important part ofthe Safety Assessment 
Process?
 
Very effective
 
Effective
 
Neutral
 
Ineffective
 
Very ineffective
 
44. Regarding the format and wordage ofthe Safety Assessment Protocols (Level One 
and Level Two)
 
Very easy to understand
 
Easy to understand
 
Neutral
 
Difficult to understand
 
Very difficult to understand
 
45. How did you feel about your experience utilizing a team approach to using the Safety 
Assessment Protocols?
 
Very satisfied
 
Satisfied
 
Neutral
 
Dissatisfied
 
Very dissatisfied
 
Administrative Practices 
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46. Do you document all threatening and concerning behaviors into SWIS with fidelity? 
Yes 
No 
47. With the old system, which of the following information did you use to make 
decisions regarding transient vs. substantive threats? 
o	 Intuition (i.e., 'gut reactions' based on experiences)
 
Always
 
Often
 
A Few Times
 
Hardly Ever
 
Never
 
o	 Interviews with the informants?
 
Always
 
Often
 
A Few Times
 
Hardly Ever
 
Never
 
o	 Interviews with the person allegedly making the threat?
 
Always
 
Often
 
A Few Times
 
Hardly Ever
 
Never
 
48. With the old system, how comfortable were you in determining the actual level of 
risk?
 
Very Comfortable
 
Comfortable
 
Neutral
 
Uncomfortable
 
Very uncomfortable
 
49. Prior to the new Safety Assessment protocol, at what point did you usually determine 
if a student would be referred on to the school psychologist for extensive evaluation?
 
(respondents replied in narrative format)
 
50. What kind of future trainings or information related to school violence would you 
find beneficial to receive as an employee of HRCSD?
 
(respondents replied in narrative format)
 
